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MINUTES

Educational Policy and Programs Committee

Meeting of July 22, 2002

Committee EvonneSeron Schulze, Chair Other Commissioner spresent
memberspresent  OdessaP. Johnson, Vice Chair Lancel zumi
SusanHammer OliviaK.Singh
Rachel E. Shetka
Anthony M. Vitti*
HowardWeinsky
Alan S. Arkatov, ex officio
Carol Chandler, exofficio
Committee  IrwinS.Field
membersabsent  Kyo*“Paul” Jhin
MelindaG. Wilson
*Arrivedafterroll call.
Calltoorder  Committee Chair Schulzecdlled the Educationd Policy and Programs Committeeto order
at 9:40am.
Roll call Executive Secretary AnnaGomez called theroll and thefollowing committee members
werenot present: Field, Jhin, and Wilson.
Approval ofthe  Theminutesof the Educational Policy and Programs Committee of June4, 2002, were
minutes  approved with achangeto identify Joan Sallee as” Staff” on page4.
Prioritiesfor Deputy Director Leveille presented the report. He stated that the report had been
California edited for more cohesion and better flow sinceitsfirst presentation to the Commission
Educational @ itsmeeting on June4, 2002. He noted that the report focuses on budget priorities
Technology  that theLegislature should consider, based on systeminitiatives, with the objective of
Funding; AReport developing good policy decisionsrelated to educational technology and distance edu-
in Response ~ CAION.
toAB 1123 Deputy Director Leveillefurther informed the committee members of the continuing

engagement of Commission staff in effortsto monitor ongoing activitiesinthisarena(see
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page 19 of thereport). He also noted two important funding priorities (on page 20); (1)
the need to accommodate enrolIment at the undergraduate level, and (2) the need to
collaboratewith K-12. Aspart of thefina editing of thereport, Deputy Director Leveille
stated that the seven recommendations on pages 20 and 21 were not listed with regard
to any priority order and that they would not be numbered inthefinal version of the
report. A copy of revised languagefor the Executive Summary and other sectionsof the
report were provided as handouts.

Chair Schulze expressed her appreciation for the cleanup of the report language and
staff’ sresponsivenessto Commissioner input, especially with regard to thetwo priority
areasnoted.

Commissioner Hammer asked whether the continuing activitieslisted on page 19 of the
report require additiona legidation toimplement. Deputy Director Leveillerepliedin
the negative unlessany of the activities should subsequently berequired by the Master
Plan.

Commissioner Hammer then asked what was required to move the recommendations
forward. Deputy Director Leveillereplied what was needed was Commission adoption
and distribution of the report to thelegidature, and that staff would continueitsdata
collection efforts.

Commissioner Hammer commented that this is an ambitious project given the
Commission’ sbudget, staffing and priorities. Deputy Director Leveillereplied that In-
terim Executive Director Moorewould present alist of agency prioritiesat the October
Commission mesting. Executive Director Moore added that al the postsecondary seg-
ments have education technol ogy effortsand that the Commission may be more effec-
tive by tying into projectsand initiativesthat wewant to promote. Commissioner Vitti
advised the agency not to get too involved inimplementation, suggesting that the Gov-
ernmental Relations Committeefollow up should any implementing legidation be pro-
posed inthefuture. Deputy Director Leveille commented that future effortswould not
be pursued alone, noting that effortsto date aretheresult of University and State Uni-
versity work that the Commission will collaborateto pull thingstogether.

Commissioner Vitti asked where the oversight would comefrom. Deputy Director
Leveillereplied that the Commission would provide oversight in collaboration with the
segments.

Seeking to add clarity, Chair Schulzeinquired about the origin of the study, stating that
the Commission was directed to do the study and that the project’ sadvisory committee
came up with therecommendations.

Deputy Director Leveille confirmed that the report was the product of the advisory
committee’ sinput. Hereminded the Commissionersthat the advisory committee had
segmental, business, and national representativesinitscomposition. He added that the
report isresponsiveto thelegidation and, in addition, has been animated by Commis-
sion staff aswell asby thereview of national initiativesin responseto interest by the
author and legidative aff.
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Commissioner Johnson asked how the segments are affected by thereport. Deputy
Director Levelllereplied that the Legidature had asked the Commissionto giveit guid-
anceon funding priorities. Director Moore added that therewill be“buy-in" by the
segmentsasthey usethese principlesintheir ownfunding initiatives.

A motion to adopt the report was approved unanimously.

Recess/Reconvene

The meeting wasrecessed at 10:20 a.m. to set up for the next presentation and was
reconvened at 10:35a.m.

CaliforniaHigh
School Outreach
ProgramInventory

Staff member Cheryl Hickey led the presentation of thisagendaitem. Shereminded the
Commissioners of the 2001-02 budget language that directed CPEC to do the study;
that thiswas not an eval uation of outreach programs; and that although it wasoriginaly
atwo-year sudy, budget restrictionsalowed only oneyear of fundingwhichresultedin
areduced scopefor thestudy. Ms. Hickey commended the consultant, MGT of America,
stating that they had done great work with littletime. Sheadded that individual copies
of thereport werelimited but that thefull report would be posted on the CPEC website,
recognizing and thanking Commission technology staff for their work in thisregard.

Ms. Hickey thenintroduced two representativesfrom MGT who wereinvolved in the
survey and who gave aPowerPoint dide presentation of their findings. Copiesof the
dide presentation were provided as handouts.

Commission Chair Arkatov expressed his concern about thelack of responseto the
survey and asked whether the big school districtsresponded. The MGT consultant
replied that none of the big districtsresponded. Chair Arkatov stated that thiswas
appalling and that there should be consequencesfor lack of responsiveness.

Committee Chair Schulze stated that the programswere using “lack of funding” asan
excuse. Commission Chair Arkatov suggested that in the future, there could be an
additional set-asideto encourage participation.

Director M oore stated that we need to know what datawe lack, suggesting that there
arewaysand different approachesto getting needed data. Commissioner Hammer
asked if we have demographic information on the schoolswith these programs. The
MGT consultant replied in the affirmative but added that it waslimited to the responding
schoals.

In reaction to a dide statement that a majority of schools have amix of programs,
Commissioner Hammer asked if thereisacorrelation between those school sthat have
amix of programsand APl scores. The MGT consultant replied that there were more
programsin low performing schools. Commissioner Hammer then asked if any stu-
dentswere cross-enrolled in programsaat their schools. The MGT consultant replied
that they were unableto determine cross-enrolIment figures.

Commissioners Chandler and Johnson noted that thereisaspace onthe UC application
for studentstoindicate outreach program participation, so related dataisavailable.
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Ms. Hickey ended her presentation by stating that thereisno follow-up required on this
item. Inlight of thefact that thiswasMs. Hickey’ slast day on staff, Chair Schulze sated
that follow-up questions should be directed to Karl Engelbach.

Commissioner Johnson al so expressed her concern about thelow responserate, stating
that thedataiscritical to proveto the Legidature that theinvestment in outreach pro-
gramsisworthit.

Thefollowingisasummary of commentsfrom threeinterested partieswho attended the
meeting and who provided public comments on thereport: Diana Fuentes-Michel,
CCCViceChancdllor of Governmental Relationsand Externa Affairs(former Director
of Public Affairsfor the Department of Educational Outreach within the University of
California); Natdie Stites, Deputy Secretary for Higher Education; and Penny Edgert,
Coordinator of the California Education Round Table' sIntersegmenta Coordinating
Coundil.

Ms. Fuentes-Michel began by clarifying theimpetusof thereport from former Secretary
of Education John Mockler’ sconcern and goal to have outreach services made avail-
ableto every student in every high school and stating that the goal has been achieved
over the past threeyears. She stated that the Davis administration has supported fund-
ing thisgoal but recent budget constraints have eliminated this support. Withthatin
mind, Ms. Fuentes-Michel added that the University has embarked on collaborative
partnerships (including funding from thefederal No Child L eft Behind Act) to provide
funding in the absence of state support. In her view, thereport’ sgood newsisthat low-
performing schools are getting most of the services, but that it isunknown which stu-
dents-- high-end or low-end -- are getting the hel p on each high school campus. In her
new roleas CCC Vice Chancellor, Ms. Fuentes-Michel reported sheis encouraged
that there are new programs and anew staff person dedicated to outreach programs
within the CCC Chancellor’ s Office.

Ms. Stitescommented that the report will be useful in support of the Governor’ seduca
tion agendaand that it will beimportant to dissect how funding affectsthese programs
and whether they are doing what they should; whether thefunding iseffectivevis-avis
thegoals. Ms. Stites added that the State needsto prioritize funding and get good
advicefrom CPEC.

Ms. Edgert congratulated MGT on doing agood job in little time and expressed her
appreciation that the report acknowledges distinctions between individua outreach pro-
grams, incorporating constructive criticism provided from thefield. She continued by
informing the Commissionersthat CPEC hasreviewed these programsover theyears
(thelast report in December 1996). In her view, the problemisthat all outreach pro-
grams, combined, serveonly nine percent of the sudentswho neediit.

Ms. Fuentes-Michel interjected that one out of every three underrepresented students
at the University participated in one of these outreach programs.

Ms. Edgert continued with aconcern about wordingin thereport that could be miscon-
strued by program opponents. She provided two examples. First, regarding astate-
ment on ‘ coordination’ thereport states”. . . Itisdifficult to assessthe degree of col-
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laboration among the programs’ when the survey did not ask for dataon thisissue.
Second, regarding fiscal statements, Ms. Edgert offered that if thefocus of the program
isto support schools' internal activitiesthat enhance college preparation, then externa
collaborationisnot anissue.

Ms. Fuentes-Michel ended the public comments by stating that there are alot of new
and continuing activitiesgoing on out inthefield.

Chair Arkatov expressed histhanksfor the public comments. He continued by stating
that concerns remain and that there needs to be good, detailed data available. He
expressed the Commission’ sinterest in working with the Secretary of Educationinthe
next legidative session to assess effectiveness and that giving CPEC thetool sto accom-
plish that would be helpful.

Commissioner Hammer offered that it isnot just aquestion of funding, but that getting
theinformation to studentsthat these servicesare availableisjust asimportant. She
added that San Jose Unified School District has adopted mandatory UC and CSU
admission requirementsfor al high school graduatesinthedistrict. Inher view, thatis
another pieceof thepuzzle.

Committee Chair Schulze stated that a college-degree holder puts $4 million back into
the economy as opposed to $1 million for ahigh school graduate over their lifetime.
High school counsel ors should encourage college going which they are not doing now.
Commissioner Hammer commented on the additional disadvantage of some schools
that don’t offer any Advanced Placement courses.

Chair Arkatov stated that everything isapiece of the puzzle and that thereisaneed to
go deeper. When programswant funding, they should servethe needs of the state.

Ms. Fuentes-Michel suggested that CPEC focus on thetwo-silo foci of (academic)
college-going or postsecondary vocational education. Ms. Hickey ended the presenta-
tion by urging the Commissionersto includefurther work on thisissueintheir consider-
ation of CPEC’ sfuture priorities.

Adjournment

Chair Schulze adjourned the Committee meeting at 11:45am.
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